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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . In view of the appeal brief filed on 03/30/2009, PROSECUTION IS HEREBY 
REOPENED. An Ex-Parte Quayle (or new ground of rejection) set forth below. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the following 
two options: 

file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply under 37 
CFR 1 .1 13 (if this Office action is final); or, 

initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41 .31 followed by an 
appeal brief under 37 CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and appeal 
brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth in 37 
CFR 41 .20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant must 
pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 
A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by 
signing below: /Mohammad H Ghayour/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2611 

Response to Arguments 

Ground of Rejection #1 

2. Applicant asserts that "claim 1 recites "at least two fingers and a combiner 
coupled to said fingers. " The Examiner contends that block 710 in Sih teaches a 
"combiner" coupled to at least two fingers. However, Sih discloses that block 710 
merely computes a weighted average of the frequency errors. As such, block 710 is not 
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a combiner coupled to the fingers. At best, block 710 is a computational block 
configured to perform a weiglited average calculation". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. The reference of Sih does teach a combiner (See 
fig. 7: 710) coupled to at least two fingers. Element 710 computes a weighted average 

for a plurality of fingers. One skilled in the art would know that in order to take the 
average, one must first add (combine) each element. However, taking the contrary, 
appellant is reminded that MPEP MPEP 2141.02 states: 
A prior art reference must be considered in its entirety, i.e.. as a whole, including 
portions that would lead away from the claimed invention. W.L. Gore & Associates, Inc. 
y. Garlock. Inc.. 721 F.2d 1540. 220 USPQ 303 (Fed. Cir. 1983). cert, denied. 469 U.S. 
851 (1984) 
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Having said this, in another embodiment, the reference of Sih does teach another 
combiner, (figure 6: 650) Therefore, the concept of utilizing a combiner to add the 
outputs of a plurality of fingers is not novel. 

3. Applicant further asserts that "Prysby only teaches or suggests the use of time 
and phase corrections. Prysby contains no disclosure of compensating for "frequency 
shift at the symbol level. " The Examiner contends that Prysby teaches compensation for 
frequency shift at the symbol level in Figure 1, elements 101 & 103 "symbols" of 
Prysby. 3° The Examiner also states that "one skilled in the art would recognize that 
frequency is related to phase". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner did state in his rejection that one 
skilled in the art would know that frequency is related to phase. And to prove that 
frequency & phase are related to each other, the examiner is providing evidence in 
which frequency is, in deed, related to phase. (See US Patent 6,278,725 B1) 
Equation 5 clearly shows that the change in frequency is directly proportional to how the 
Phase changes with respect to time . It is clear from equation 5 that if the change in 
phase of the received signal is corrected, in other words we make the derivative of the 
phase equal to zero, then the left hand side, which is the frequency drift, of equation 5 
will be equal to zero. And there won't be any frequency drifts. The reference of Prysby 
does teach compensating for phase errors at the symbol level, whereby suggesting that 
the frequency drifts will also be corrected based on equation 5 above. 



Application/Control Number: 10/500,548 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2611 

However, since this explanation was not previously stated in any of the office actions 
the examiner is hereby issuing a new ground of rejection. 

4. Applicant further asserts that "Phase is a position at a point in time (instant) on a 
waveform cycle. Frequency shift is a change in the frequency of a signal. Therefore, a 
teaching of phase correction is not "related to" a teaching of frequency shift 
compensation". 

The examiner agrees. The examiner agrees with the definition of phase & frequency. 
However, the applicant is silent with regards to how these two are related. In order to 
show that frequency & phase are related to each other, the examiner is providing 
evidence in which frequency is, in deed, related to phase. (See US Patent 6,278,725 
B1) 

Equation 5 clearly shows that the change in frequency is directly proportional to how the 
Phase changes with respect to time . Having said this, the examiner respectfully 
disagrees with applicant's statement that phase is not related to frequency. 

5. Applicant further asserts that "the Examiner provides no citation to support any 
conclusion that frequency shift compensation is equivalent to or suggested by time and 
phase correction. The Examiner merely makes a conclusory statement that Prysby as a 
whole provides the necessary disclosure because 'frequency is related to phase,"32 
which is clear error". 
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The examiner respectfully disagrees. In order to show that frequency & phase are 
related to each other, the examiner is providing evidence in which frequency is, in deed, 
related to phase. (See US Patent 6,278,725 B1) 

Equation 5 clearly shows that the change in frequency is directly proportional to how the 

phase changes with respect to time . Having said this, the reference of Prysby does 
teach compensating for the phase, thus suggesting that if the phase is corrected so will 
the frequency deviation. 

6. Applicant further asserts that "Ptysby teaches away from compensation at the 
symbol level. Prysby states "[by] combining multipath components of the transmitted 
signal at the chip level, no need exists for the complexities of combining at the symbol 
level. " 33 Therefore, Prysby discloses that attempting to compensate at the symbol level 
creates a problem because complex hardware is required. Accordingly, Prysby teaches 
away from "wherein each of the at least one two fingers comprises a finger 
compensator that compensates for frequency shift at the symbol level. "". 
The examiner respectfully disagrees. The reference of Prysby does teach the concept 
of compensating for frequency drift at the symbol level is not novel, and therefore, is not 
patentable. However, the examiner would like to point out that if the appellant argues 
the reference of Prysby creates a problem by providing compensation at the symbol 
level, so why is the appellant trying to do this? 
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Ground of Rejection #2 

7. Applicant further asserts that "claim 2 recites that the filter and amplitude 
normalizer are "coupled serially. " Whether an "amplitude normalizer or coefficients" are 
"inherent features within a filter" is irrelevant. The issue is whether it is obvious to 
couple a filter and an amplitude normalizer serially to receive an input symbol signal and 
generate an output symbol signal . Ling discloses the use of a pilot filter 160 without any 
amplitude normalizer coupled serially to the pilot filter 160". 
The examiner respectfully disagrees. The reference of Ling does teach that element 
160 may be implemented as either an MR or FIR filter. One skilled in the art would know 
that, by definition . FIR filters operate in this manner. 

N 

Where x is the input signal, b is the filter coefficients, and y is the output signal. 

However, taking the contrary, appellant is reminded that MPEP 2144 states that : 
In re Jaoikse. 181 F.2d 1019. 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950) (Claims to a hydraulic 
power press which read on the prior art except with regard to the position of the starting 
switch were held unpatentable because shifting the position of the starting switch would 
not have modified the operation of the device.) 

Therefore, the mere fact that appellant is rearranging components in order to yield an 
output signal is not patentable . 
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8. Applicant further asserts that "claim 3 depends from Claim 1. As shown above, 
Claim 1 is patentable. As a result, Claim 3 is patentable due to its dependence from an 
allowable base claim". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. Since the examiner has already shown that claim 
1 is not patentable, claim 3 is also not patentable due to its dependency from claim 1 . 

Ground of Rejection #3 

9. Applicant further asserts that "claim 4 depends from Claim 1. As shown above. 
Claim 1 is patentable. As a result, Claim 4 is patentable due to its dependence from an 
allowable base claim. Accordingly, the rejection of* Claim 4 under § 103 is improper 
and should be withdrawn". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. Since the examiner has already shown that claim 
1 is not patentable, claim 4 is also not patentable due to its dependency from claim 1 . 

Ground of Rejection #4 

1 0. Applicant further asserts that "claim 5 depends from Claim 1. As shown above. 
Claim 1 is patentable. As a result, Claim 5 is patentable due to its dependence from an 
allowable base claim. Accordingly, the rejection of Claim 5 under § 103 is improper and 
should be withdrawn". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. Since the examiner has already shown that claim 
1 is not patentable, claim 5 is also not patentable due to its dependency from claim 1 . 
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Ground of Rejection #5 

1 1 . Applicant further asserts that "the Examiner states that the advantage of 
providing frequency offset compensation at the symbol level to compensate for channel 
impairments is not apparent, so it would have been obvious to incorporate this feature 
into Sih for the benefit of channel improvements. The Examiner's conflicting statements 
and unsupported rationale illustrate that the Examiner is reiving upon hindsight 
reconstruction from Appellants' application, which is clear error". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to applicant's argument that the 
examiner's conclusion of obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it 
must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a 
reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account 
only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed 
invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's 
disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 
USPQ 209 (CCPA1971). 

Ground of Rejection #6 

12. Applicant further asserts that "claim 2 is also patentable in light of its own 
recitations. As noted above, the Examiner asserts that Ling discloses the use of a filter 
(element 160) and that "one skilled in the art would know that amplitude normalizer or 
coefficients are inherent features within a filter. " 36 However, the Examiner never cites 
any art showing that this is obvious and well-known in the art, and Ling discloses the 
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use of a pilot filter 160 without any amplitude normalizer coupled serially to the pilot filter 
160". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. The reference of Ling does teach that element 
160 may be implemented as either an MR or FIR filter. One skilled in the art would know 
that, by definition, FIR filters operate in this manner. 

N 

Where x is the input signal, b is the filter coefficients, and y is the output signal. 

However, taking the contrary, applicant is reminded that MPEP 2144 states that : 
In re Jaoikse. 181 F.2d 1019. 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950) (Claims to a hydraulic 
power press which read on the prior art except with regard to the position of the starting 
switch were held unpatentable because shifting the position of the starting switch would 

not have modified the operation of the device.) 

Therefore, the mere fact that applicant is rearranging components in order to yield an 
output signal is not patentable . 

1 3. Applicant further asserts that "claim 3 depends from Claim 1. As shown above, 
Claim 1 is patentable. As a result, Claim 3 is patentable due to its dependence from an 
allowable base claim". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. Since the examiner has already shown that claim 
1 is not patentable, claim 3 is also not patentable due to its dependency from claim 1 . 
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Ground of Rejection #7 

14. Applicant further asserts that "claim 4 depends from Claim 1. As shown above, 
Claim 1 is patentable. As a result, Claim 4 is patentable due to its dependence from an 
allowable base claim". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. Since the examiner has already shown that claim 
1 is not patentable, claim 4 is also not patentable due to its dependency from claim 1 . 

Ground of Rejection #8 

1 5. Applicant finally asserts that "claim 5 depends from Claim 1. As sliown above, 
Claim 1 is patentable. As a result. Claim 5 is patentable due to its dependence from an 
allowable base claim". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. Since the examiner has already shown that claim 
1 is not patentable, claim 4 is also not patentable due to its dependency from claim 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

18. Claim (1, 6-7, 9-11) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over SIh et al (hereinafter Sih)(US Patent 6,608,858 B1) in view of 

Prysby et al. (hereinafter Prysby) (US Patent 6,888,878 B2). 

Re Claim 1 , Sih discloses a rake receiver comprising at least two fingers (In Fig. 
7: 700A & B), and a combiner (710) coupled to said fingers. 

But the reference of SIh falls to explicitly teach that wherein each of the at least 
two fingers comprises a finger compensator that compensates for frequency shift at the 
symbol level. 

However, Prysby does. (See fig. 1 : 101 & 103) Prysby discloses a plurality of 
RAKE fingers that provide time and phase compensation at the symbol level. 
Furthermore, one skilled In the art would know that frequency is related to the phase. 
And to prove that frequency & phase are related to each other, the examiner is 
providing evidence in which frequency is, in deed, related to phase. (See US Patent 
6,278,725 B1) Equation 5 clearly shows that the change In frequency Is directly 
proportional to how the phase changes with respect to time . It Is clear from equation 5 
that If the change in phase of the received signal is corrected, in other words we make 
the derivative of the phase equal to zero, then the left hand side, which is the frequency 
drift, of equation 5 will be equal to zero. And there won't be any frequency drifts. The 
reference of Prysby does teach compensating for phase errors at the symbol level. 
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whereby suggesting tliat tlie frequency drifts will also be corrected based on equation 5 
above. 

Therefore, taking the combined teachings of Sih and Prysby as a whole , it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art to incorporate this feature into the 
system of Sih, in the manner as claimed and as taught by Prysby, for the benefit of 
compensating for the channel impairments. 

Re Claim 6, the combination of Sih and Prysby further teaches that most fingers 
each comprise a finger compensator, with all finger compensators together forming said 
compensator. (In Sih, see fig. 7) 

Re Claim 7, the combination of Sih and Prysby further teaches that said rake 
receiver comprises a mixer for converting intermediate frequency signals into baseband 
signals, which mixer comprises an oscillator input coupled to a stable oscillator (In Sih, 
fig. 2, where a mixer 112 and an oscillator 220 are disclosed for converting IF signals to 
baseband signals). 

Claim 9, has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 1 above. Furthermore, the 
combination of Sih and Prysby pertains to a CDMA communications system comprising 
base stations and mobile units. Communications between base stations and mobile 
units is by way of mobile telephone switching office (MTSO) and public switch telephone 
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network (PSTN) (In Sih, see col. 1, line 49-55). 
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Claim 10 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 9 above. 
Claim 1 1 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 9 above. 

19. Claims (2 & 3) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sih et al. (hereinafter Sih)(US Patent 6,608,858 B1) and Prysby et al 
(hereinafter Prysby) (US Patent 6,888,878 B2), as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Ling et al (hereinafter Ling) (US Patent 6,363,102 B1). 

Re Claim 2, the combination of Sih and Prysby fails to specifically disclose that 
said finger compensator comprises a filter and an amplitude normalizer coupled serially 
for receiving an Input symbol signal and for generating an output symbol signal. 

However, Ling does. (See fig. 3: 160 & col. 7, lines 34-45) Ling discloses a filter 
and an amplitude normalizer coupled serially for receiving an Input symbol signal and 
for generating an output symbol signal. (See fig. 3: 160). Furthermore, one skilled in the 
art would know that amplitude normalizer or coefficients are inherent features within a 
filter. 

Therefore, taking the combined teachings of Sih, Prysby, and Ling as a whole , It 
would have obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further incorporate a filter and 
an amplitude normalizer in the manner as claimed into the system of Sih, as modified by 
Prysby, for the benefit of producing an estimate of the channel. (See col. 7, lines 34-35) 
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Re Claim 3, the combination of Sih, Prysby, and Ling further discloses that said 
finger compensator further comprises a first arithmetical module for multiplying said 
input symbol signal with a conjugated previous input symbol signal (In Ling, see fig. 2: 
140) and a second arithmetical module for multiplying said output symbol signal with a 
previous output symbol signal as claimed. (It is notoriously well known in the art that in 
order to mitigate multi-path interference, it is imperative that an auto correlation be 
performed on a delayed signal and the signal itself.) 

20. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sih et 
al. (hereinafter Sih)(US Patent 6,608,858 B1), Prysby et a! (hereinafter Prysby) (US 
Patent 6,888,878 B2), and Ling et al (hereinafter Ling) (US Patent 6,363,102 B1), as 
applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Ishizu et al (hereinafter Ishizu) (US 
Publication 2002/0015438 Al). 

Re Claim 4, the combination of Sih, Prysby, and Ling further teaches a rake 
receiver characterized in that said at least one finger comprises a pilot channel 
correlator and a traffic channel correlator (In Ling, see fig. 1 : 120 & 130). 

But the combination of Sih, Prysby, and Ling fail to specifically disclose an output 
of said finger compensator being coupled to first inputs of a third and fourth arithmetical 
module, of which second inputs are coupled to outputs of said correlators. 

However, Ishizu does. (See fig. 14: 3d & 3e, paragraph 10) Ishizu discloses a 
an output of said finger compensator being coupled to first inputs of a third and fourth 
arithmetical module (See fig. 14: the output of element 3c is coupled to elements 3d & 
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3e, and the output of each despreader, elements 3a & 3b, are second inputs to 
elements 3d & 3e), of which second inputs are coupled to outputs of said correlators. 

Therefore, taking the combined teachings of Sih, Prysby, Ling, Ishizu as a whole , 
it would have obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified the system of 
Sih, as modified by Prysby and Ling, and as taught by Ishizu, for the benefit of providing 
phase compensation. (See paragraph 10) 

21 . Claim (1, 6-7, 9-11) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sih et al. (hereinafter Sih)(US Patent 6,608,858 B1) 

Re Claim 1 , Sih discloses a rake receiver comprising at least two fingers (In Fig. 
7: 700A & B), and a combiner (710) coupled to said fingers. 

But the reference of Sih fails to explicitly teach that wherein each of the at least 
two fingers comprises a finger compensator that compensates for frequency shift at the 
symbol level. 

However, the reference of Sih does teach compensating for frequency offsets at 
the sample level. But the examiner does not see the difference/advantage of providing 
frequency offset compensation at the symbol level, as opposed to at the sample level if 
the objective is to compensate for the channel impairments. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art to 
incorporate this feature into the system of Sih, in the manner as claimed, for the benefit 
of compensating for the channel impairments. 
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Re Claim 6, Sili furtlier teaclies that most fingers eacli comprise a finger 
compensator, witin all finger compensators together forming said compensator. (In Sih, 
see fig. 7) 

Re Claim 7, the reference of Sih further teaches that said rake receiver 
comprises a mixer for converting intermediate frequency signals into baseband signals, 
which mixer comprises an oscillator input coupled to a stable oscillator (In Sih, see fig. 
2, where a mixer 112 and an oscillator 220 are disclosed for converting IF signals to 
baseband signals). 

Claim 9, has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 1 above. Furthermore, the 
reference of Sih pertains to a CDMA communications system comprising base stations 
and mobile units. Communications between base stations and mobile units is by way of 
mobile telephone switching office (MTSO) and public switch telephone network (PSTN) 
(In Sih, see col. 1 , line 49-55). 

Claim 10 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 9 above. 
Claim 1 1 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 9 above. 

22. Claims (2 & 3) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sih et al. (hereinafter Sih)(US Patent 6,608,858 B1), as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Ling et al. (hereinafter Ling) (US Patent 6,363,102 B1) 
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Re Claim 2, the reference of Sih fails to specifically disclose that said finger 
compensator comprises a filter and an amplitude normalizer coupled serially for 
receiving an input symbol signal and for generating an output symbol signal. 

However, Ling does. (See fig. 3: 160 & col. 7, lines 34-45) Ling discloses a filter 
and an amplitude normalizer coupled serially for receiving an input symbol signal and 
for generating an output symbol signal. (See fig. 3: 160) Furthermore, one skilled in the 
art would know that amplitude normalizer or coefficients are inherent features within a 
filter. 

Therefore, taking the combined teachings of Sih and Ling as a whole , it would 
have obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further incorporate a filter and an 
amplitude normalizer in the manner as claimed into the system of Sih, for the benefit of 
producing an estimate of the channel. (See col. 7, lines 34-35) 

Re Claim 3, the combination of Sih and Ling further discloses that said finger 
compensator further comprises a first arithmetical module for multiplying said input 
symbol signal with a conjugated previous input symbol signal (In Ling, see fig. 2: 140) 
and a second arithmetical module for multiplying said output symbol signal with a 
previous output symbol signal as claimed. (It is notoriously well known in the art that in 
order to mitigate multi-path interference, it is imperative that an auto correlation be 
performed on a delayed signal and the signal itself.) 
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23. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sih et 
al. (hereinafter Sih)(US Patent 6,608,858 B1) and Ling et al (hereinafter Ling) (US 
Patent 6,363,102 B1), as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Ishizu et 
al (hereinafter Ishizu) (US Publication 2002/0015438 Al). 

Re Claim 4, tlie combination of Sih and Ling further teaches a ral<e receiver 
characterized in that said at least one finger comprises a pilot channel correlator and a 
traffic channel correlator (In Ling, see fig. 1 : 120 & 130). 

But the combination of Sih and Ling fails to specifically disclose an output of said 
finger compensator being coupled to first inputs of a third and fourth arithmetical 
module, of which second inputs are coupled to outputs of said correlators. 

However, Ishizu does. (See fig. 14: 3d & 3e, paragraph 10) Ishizu discloses a 
an output of said finger compensator being coupled to first inputs of a third and fourth 
arithmetical module (See fig. 14: the output of element 3c is coupled to elements 3d & 
3e, and the output of each despreader, elements 3a & 3b, are second inputs to 
elements 3d & 3e), of which second inputs are coupled to outputs of said correlators. 

Therefore, taking the combined teachings of Sih, Ling, and Ishizu as a whole , it 
would have obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified the system of Sih, 
as modified by Ling, and as taught by Ishizu, for the benefit of providing phase 
compensation. (See paragraph 10) 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

24. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

25. Claims (1, 9-11) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Rouphael et al. (hereinafter Rouphael) (US Patent 6,278,725 B1) 

Re claim 1, Rouphael discloses a Rake receiver for receiving information 
symbols, comprising at least two fingers (See fig. 3: 210, 212, 214 & col. 5, lines 41-42) 
and a combiner (207) coupled to said fingers, wherein each of the at least one two 
fingers comprises a finger compensator that compensates for frequency shift at the 
symbol level. (See fig. 3: 250, 255, 260 & col. 5, lines 50-54 "symbol level", col. 6, lines 
16-25 "are the corrected frequencies as shifted by the Doppler shift") 

Claim 9, has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 1 above. Furthermore, the 
reference of Rouphael pertains to a CDMA communications system comprising base 

stations and mobile units. Communications between base stations and mobile units is 
by way of mobile telephone switching office (MTSO) and public switch telephone 
network (PSTN) (In Sih, see col. 7, lines 11-14). 

Claim 10 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 9 above. 
Claim 1 1 has been analyzed and rejected w/r to claim 9 above. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

26. Claim 5 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

27. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Kanemoto at a! (US Publication 2004/001 31 69 A1 ) disclose a phase rotation 
detection apparatus wherein the frequency offset is used in order to achieve 
phase rotation. 

Contact 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LEON FLORES whose telephone number is (571 )270- 
1201 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7-5pm Alternate Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Payne can be reached on 571-272-3024. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Examiner, Art Unit 2611 
July 9, 2009 

/Mohammad H Ghayour/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2611 



